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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This study addresses the feasibility of identifying and targeting services to long-
term Ul claimants who need reemployment services and who have reached the later
stages of their Ul benefit period. The study is designed to complement earlier studies
which have found that it is often difficult to motivate potential long-term Ul elaimants
to accept reemployment services during the early stages of their unemployment period.

Telephone interviews were conducted in 10 States with 1,090 claimants who had
been on Ul for 22 weeks and had reached the last 5 weeks of their benefit period. These
interviews were conducted approximately 4 to 6 months after the claimants had reached
their last 5 weeks of benefits. In addition, interviews were conducted with officials from
the Job Service, Ul, and JTPA programs in each of the 10 sampled States.

The major findings of the claimant interviews were as follows:

. One-third of the long-term Ul claimants were still experiencing
reemployment problems 4 to 6 months after drawing Ul benefits

. Of those long-term Ul claimants who had found jobs, 36.5 percent were
not satisfied with their jobs and were seeking other employment

. Of those who were still unemployed and looking for work, a majority (80
percent) indicated that they did not have much interest in specific
reemployment services, but would have accepted job search assistance
early in their claim period

. The data did not support a policy of targeting services to specifie
subgroups of long-term Ul claimants

Subgroups that were more likely to experience reemployment problems
were claimants who were males, were 55-64 years of age, had no college
education, or whose jobs ended because their firm went out of business or
left the local area

The results of the interviews with State and local officials indicated that many long-
term Ul claimants had the following characteristics and attitudes:

Unrealistic expectations of being recalled

Eduecational deficits and functional illiteracy

Lack of job search skills

Attitudes of mistrust and hostility

Reluctance to relocate

Lack of familiarity with the Job Service among union members
. Reluctance to enroll in training after UI exhaustion
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The study found that long-term Ul claimants had the following experiences with
reemployment services:

About two-thirds of the claimants used the Job Service, but only one-half
of these felt that the Job Service was helpful and only 2 percent received
a job as a result of a Job Service referral

"Only 6 percent participated in any type of job assistance classes, job

clubs, or ecounseling other than services provided through the Job
Service. Most of these services were not sponsored by JTPA.

Those who encountered the most problems being reemployed were also
the least likely to use reemployment services.

With regﬁrd to the coordination of services to long-term Ul claimants who need
reemployment assistance, the study found that:

Linkages between UL, ES, and JTPA need strengthening.

Some States (Wisconsin, Washington, New York, Indiana, and.
Pennsylvania) have implemented major pilots or programs designed to
improve the coordination of services.

The TAA program and Title Il of JTPA have not had much impact on the
coordination of services to long-term unemployed Ul claimants.

RECOMMENDED COMPONENTS OF A M.ODEL SYSTEM FOR IMPROVING THE
COORDINATION OF REEMPLOYMENT SERVICES FOR LONG-TERM UI CLAIMANTS

WHO NEED ASSISTANCE

Integrated service delivery system with a one-stop concept in which new
Ul elzimants are provided immediate access to all reemployment
services at a single facility

Availability of reemployment services from the beginning of the claim
period .

Provision of in-depth assessment of individual reempléyment needs and a
flexible program of services from which claimants can choose

Use of the Eligibility Review Program (ERP) to assess the employment
barriers and availability of claimants and to refer them to appropriate
services

Continuous tracking and targeting of Ul claimants for recruitment into
reemployment programs. As part of an integrated service delivery
system, State and localities should target reemployment services to Ul
claimants at several stages in the claim period, in addition to pursuing
"early intervention" strategies.
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Targeting of specialized services to long-term Ul claimants with
reemployment barriers. Recognizing that most long-term Ul claimants
with reemployment problems do not have the resources or inclination to
enroll in long-term retraining programs, the model approach would
emphasize such services as on-the~job training (which would provide

-immediate income to claimants) or job search assistance classes for

claimants who have reached the late stages of their benefit period.

-iii-







EXTENDED SUMMARY

L. BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

-In recent years, the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) has sponsored a number of
studies and demonstration projects designed to assess the feasibility of various ways of
targeting reemployment services to Unemployment Insurance (UI) eclaimants who are
experiencing problems in finding a job. These studies and demonstration projects have
focused largely upon ways of targeting services to Ul claimants during the early stages of
their claim periods (i.e., the first 5 to 6 weeks). The "early intervention" focus has been
emphasized because of its significant potential for réducing Ul éxpenditures associated
with long-term unemployment.

'I‘his study addresses the feasibility of fargeting reemployment services to "long-
term" Ul claimants who experience reemployment barriers. Specifically, the study
examines the feasibility of targeting services to claimants who have been on Ul for at
least 22 weeks and who have reached the last 5 weeks of their benefit period.

There are two reasons for DOL's interest in the feasibility of targeting services to
long-term Ul claimants who experience reemployment problems:

. Although the "early intervention" focus has been effective, it has been
recognized that, during the early stages of the Ul benefit period, it is
often difficult to identify workers who might eventually need help in the

-form of reemployment services.

For a number of reasons, Ul claimants who need help finding a job are
often reluctant to accept reemployment services during the initial few
weeks of their Ul claim period. In contrast, eclaimants who have reached
the later stages of their Ul benefit period and are experiencing
reemployment problems are more likely to accept the reality of their
situation and may be more willing to accept services designed to help
them find a job.
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In sponsoring this study, DOL recognized that not all long-term Ul claimants are
potentially in need of reemployment services. Some members of the long-term claimant
population might be cyelically or seasonally unemployed workers who will subsequently
return to their previous occupations. In addition, the population of long-term Ul
claimants includes individuals who plan to retire or to leave the work force for other
reasons after their benefit period ends. The focus of this study is solely upon long-term
claimants who have difficulty finding jobs and who might potentially benefit from
reemployment services.

It should be noted, however, that this is not a study of the Ul exhaustee population.

Although DOL has sponsored a number of studies of Ul exhaustees, this study is
concerned with the feasibility of identifying and targeting services to claimants before
they exhaust their UI benefits.

1. SPECIFIC ISSUES ADDRESSED BY THE STUDY

To examine the feasibility of targeting services to long-term Ul claimants, the study
addressed a number of specific issues. These were as follows:

. What proportion of the total population of long-term Ul claimants are in
need of reemployment services?

. What are the primary characteristies of long-term claimants who might
need reemployment services? Data on these characteristics may prove
useful as a basis for identifying such workers among the long-term
claimant population.

. What are the attitudes, perceptions, and experiences of long-term Ul
claimants with regard to reemployment services?

. How effective are the linkages among existing reemployment programs
in identifying and providing services to long-term Ul claimants who are
experiencing reemployment problems? Specifically, how effective are
the linkages among the Job Service, Ul agencies, and programs operated
under the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) in serving this population?

. What mechanisms and procedures can be identified for improving the
coordination and targeting of effective reemployment services to long-
term Ul claimants who might potentially benefit from reemployment
services?
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Ol STUDY METHODS

To address the issues identified above, two study methods were used. First,
telephone interviews were conducted with samples of Ul claimants who had reached the
last 5 weeks of their Ul benefit period. The samples were selected from 10 local
communities which had experienced significant problems of long-term unemployment
during the 1980s. Each local community was located in a different State. (It should be
emphasized that the samples are not necessarily representative of the total long-term Ul
claimant population in the United States since the samples were chosen from localities
with higher-than-average populations of long-term unemployed.)

Members of the overall sample were interviewed approximately 4 to 6 months after
they had reached the last 5 weeks of their benefit periods. This time lag allowed us to
analyze the post-UI empldyment status of the sample and to identify claimants who were
experiencing reemployment problems after leaving the Ulrolls. A total of 1,090
claimants in the sample had been on Ul for at least 22 weeks and thereby met our
definition of "ong-term Ul claimants." '

The second method used to gather data for the study consisted of in-person
interviews with State and local program officials in the 10 States where the telephone
surveys were conducted with Ul claimants. Interviews were conducted with officials
from the Job Service, thé Ul programs, and JTPA agencies. At the local level, the
interviews were conducted in the same local communities where the telephone surveys of
Ul claimants were conducted. The primary objective of the interviews was to examine
the effectiveness of existing program linkages in targeting services to long-term UI
claimants who might benefit from reemployment services.

IV. SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS

1. PROPORTION OF LONG-TERM UI CLAIMANTS WHO MIGHT BE IN NEED OF
REEMPLOYMENT SERVICES

The telephone surveys in the 10 local sites indicated that slightly more than one-
third of the long-term Ul claimants were experiencing reemployment problems 4 to 6
months after reaching the last few weeks of their elaim. Of all the long-term claimants
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in the sample, about 35 percent were unemployed and still actively looking for work at
the time of the survey, while an additional 2 percent might be termed "discouraged.”
Another 10 percent of the claimants were unemployed but had opted to leave the
workforce for such reasons as voluntary retirement, enrollment in educai:ion or training
programs, or the assumption of family responsibilities.

In addition to the claimants who were still unemployed and looking for work at the
time of the surveys, 36.5 percent of the long-term claimants who had found jobs by the
time of the surveys reported that they were not satisfied with their jobs and were looking
for other employment. These claimants (who represented almost 20 percent of the total
sample of long-term claimants) were dissatisfied with their jobs primarily for such
reasons as low pay, low benefits, or the temporary or part-time nature of their jobs. The
survey data showed that a majority of the long-term claimants who had found new jobs
were working for lower pay than previously.

These data indicate that, in the local communities that were surveyed, a significant
percentage of the long-term Ul claimant population could be classified as persons who
might benefit from reemployment assistance. These persons included:

. Individuals who were still unemployed several months after leaving the
Ulrolls

. ' Claimants who had been displaced into lower-paying or temporary jobs
and who were "at risk" of returning to the Ul rolls

2. PRIMARY CHARACTERISTICS AND ATTITUDES OF LONG-TERM CLAIMANTS
WHO MIGHT BENEFIT FROM REEMPLOYMENT SERVICES

Analyses of the survey data showed that certain subgroups of long-term Ul claimants
were more likely than others to be experiencing reemployment problems after leaving
the Ulrolls. Specifically, the following subgroups had the greatest probability of still
being unemployed 4 to 6 months after they left the Ul rolis:

. Claimants whose jobs ended because their firm went out of business or
left the local area

Claimants who had previously worked in industries other than
construction (more than 27 percent of the claimants who were still
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unemployed when interviewed had previously been employed in
manufacturing, while only 15.8 percent had been employed in
construction)

. Claimants in the 55-64 age group
. Claimants who had not attended college

. Males

Although these subgroups were the most likely to be experiencing reemployment
problems, the survey data showed that reemployment problems were common among
many types of long-term claimants. The data do not support a policy of targeting
services only at the subgroups listed above.

State and local program officials were asked to discuss the characteristies and
attitudes of long-term Ul claimants who experience reemployment problems. Among the

characteristies identified by respondents were the following:

Unrealistic Expectations Of Being Recalled. Many claimants are said to be

reluctant to enroll in reemployment pfogra‘ms or to accept another job because
they believe that they will soon be recalled by their former employer.

Unrealistic Wage Expectations. Many of the long-term claimants who
experience reemployment problems have been used to making high wages and are

reluctant to accept retraining or job search assistance services that will result in
jobs paying much less than their prior jobs.

Educational Deficits And Functional Dliteracy. Many of the long-term Ul
claimants who have difficulty finding a job reportedly suffer from educational

deficits and functional illiteracy. These problems make it difficult for claimants to
find jobs in such induétries as the retail trade or service sector and also make it
difficult to place the claimants into vocational training programs that assume
certain levels of literacy. In addition, many such claimants are reportedly unable to
conduct an effective job search because of literacy problems.
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Lack Of Job Search Skills. Many long-term Ul claimants who face
reemployment problems were said to lack effective job search skills because they

have not been used to condueting a systematic job search effort. They are often
unfamiliar with today's job market and have poorly developed skills in such areas as
interviewing techniques and resume preparation.

Attitudes Of Mistrust And Hostility. Some long-term Ul claimants reportedly
perceive reemployment programs in a hostile maxi_ner because program operators
tend to emphasize retraining or reemployment in lower-paying jobs, while the
claimants are primarily interested in getting their old jobs back.

Reluctance Of Many Claimants To Relocate. Many long-term UI claimants are
unwilling to relocate from their communities even though funds may be available
under JTPA to assist them. Many older claimants, in particular, own property that

is often difficult to sell in a depressed community.

Union Members' Lack Of Familiarity With The Job Service. Many long-term
claimants are union members who are accustomed to finding work through a union
hiring hall rather than the Job Service.

Reluctance To Enroll In Retraining Programs After UI Benefits Are
Exhausted. Respondents noted that, although many long-term Ul claimants who
have difficulty finding a job begin to accept the reality of their situation when their

Ul benefits are about to run out, such claimants are often unwilling to enroll in
retraining programs because they no longer have any income support to rely upon
while they are in training (unless they enroll in on-the-job training programs).

The characteristics and attitudes of many long-term Ul claimants who experience

reemployment problems have important implications for intervention strategies. First,

most of these claimants are unlikely to enroll in reemployment prografns in the absence
of an aggressive and coordinated outreach strategy on the part of State and loeal ES, Ul,

and JTPA programs. Second, although long-term Ul claimants may be an appropriate

target group for services, the most effectivé solution to preventing long-term

unemployment among this group is to emphasize early intervention, so that claimants can
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be encouraged to enroll in reemployment programs while they still have sufficient Ul
benefits remaining to support them. '

Third, Ul claimants who are experiencing reemployment problems should be offered
a variety of reemployment services customized to their individual reemployment
barriers. The available services should recognize the need of some claimants for
remedial education and should address the lack of job search skills among many
claimants. Finally, intervention programs should address the attitudinal factors that
often act as barriers to the reemployment of long-term Ul claimants.

3. USE OF REEMPLOYMENT SERVICES BY LONG-TERM UI CLAIMANTS

As part of the survey of long-term Ul claimants, informationA was gafhered on the
claimants' use of specific reemployment services. The results are presented below, '

(1) Use Of The Job Service

Although about two-thirds of the long-term claimants went to the Job Service
during their claim, only one-half of these believed that the Job Service was helfpul
and only 2 percent of all long-term claimants said that they had found a job as a
result of a Job Service referral.

In addition, a large percentage of the claimants who went to the Job Service
reported that they were not given information about job training or education
programs. In several sites, fewer than 20 percent of the claimants said that the Job
Service had referred them to other agencies or programs.

(2) Use Of Job Training And Job Search Assistance Programs

Only 1.4 percent of long-term claimants said that they had participated either
in on-the-job (OJT) training programs or in occupational training programs. Only 6.0
percent had participated in job search assistance classes, job clubs or job counseling,
other than services provided by the Job Service. |
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Most of the claimants who had participated in the programs had not apparently
done so under JTPA sponsorship, nor had most of them learned about such programs
through the Job Service.

(3)  Use Of Services By Specific Claimant Subgroups

The data showed that some of the subgroups which experienced the greatest
problems in finding employment after leaving the Ul rolls were among the groups
least likely to use reemployment services. These included less educated claimants,

claimants aged 45-64, and male claimants.

(4) Overall Attitudes Toward Reemployment Services

Of the claimants who were still unemployed but were looking for work, a
majority (80 percent) indicated that they did not have much interest in specific
reemployment services, but most stated that they would have been willing to accept
some type of help to find another job early in their claim period. These findings
indicate that most of the claimants would have been willing to accept assistance in
finding jobs that paid comparable wages to their prior jobs, but most were resistant
to enrolling in training (or to accepting Job Service referrals) that would provide
them with lower-paying jobs. These findings suggest that many of the claimants who
were still unemployed but looking for work could have benefited from an aggressive
outreach strategy that addressed attitudinal barriers to the acceptance of
reemployment services.

EFFECTIVENESS OF THE LINKAGES AMONG THE JOB SERVICE, Ul AGENCIES,
AND JTPA AGENCIES FOR REFERRING LONG-TERM UI CLAIMANTS WITH
REEMPLOYMENT PROBLEMS TO APPROPRIATE SERVICES

(1) The Effectiveness Of State And Local Employment Securit encies (Job
Service/UI Agencies) In Referring Long-Term UI Claimants To Reemployment
Services '

State and local Employment Security (ES) agencies are in a position to play a
key role in identifying and referring long-term UI claimants with reemployment
problems to appropriate services. However, our interviews revealed that more
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effective procedures for referring such claimants to services could be
implemented. The major issues that need to be addressed are discussed below.

-Competing Priorities Of State And Local Ul Agencies

In each of the sample States, respondents indicated that State and local Ul
programs define their major priorities in terms of the basic UI funections of
processing claims in a timely manner and fulfilling the UI tax collection function.
These functions are given priority because of Federal mandates. State and local Ul
programs typically give much lower priority to helping Ul claimants to leave the Ul
rolls or to establishing linkages with reemployment programs, although many States
have recently begun to pay attention to these issues as a way of generating Ul trust
fund savings.

Potential Use Of The Eligibility Review Program To Assist Long-Term Ul
Claimants With Reemployment Problems

All State Ul agencies are provided funds to operate an Eligibility Review
Program (ERP) designed to prevent Ul overpayments through a continuous review of
claimants' ability to work, availability for work, and efforts to find work. The ERP
is designed to ensure an active search for work by Ul claimants and to identify
claimants who are possibly ineligible for benefit payments.

The ERP is potentially useful as a means of assisting long-term UI claimants
who experience reemployment problems. Typieally, long-term claimants are
scheduled to attend two to three ERP interviews during the term of their claim.
With additional resources and staff training, Ul agencies could utilize the ERP
interviews to assess the individual employment problems of long-term claimants and
to refer the claimants to reemployment programs appropriate to their specific
needs.

Priorities And Resources Of The Job Service

In each of the States in the study, respondents identified a number of factors
which limited the scope of Job Service efforts to provide reemployment services to
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long-term Ul claimants who experience reémployment problems. These faétors
included:

. Federal and/or State mandates requiring that priority services be given
to other target groups

. Job Service resource limitations, making it difficult for the Job Service
to provide more than cursory services to long-term Ul claimants

. Limitations in the existing procedures for referring UI claimants to JTPA
programs. The factors cited as being responsible for the lack of
effective referral procedures included (1) inadequate "eross-training" of
Job Service staff in JTPA program services and rules, (2) a lack of Job
Service resources to screen or test clients to identify those who might
benefit from services, (3) concern among Job Service staff about getting
placement credit for their clients, and (4) the marginal effectiveness of
some local Private Industry Councils (PICs) in improving the cross-
referral of Job Service and JTPA clients.

Limitations Of The Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) Program

Under the Trade Act of 1974, as amended, workers whose employment is
adversely affected by increased imports may apply for services under the TAA
program. The program is administered by State Employment Security Agencies
(SESAs). Respondents noted that there were several limitations to the TAA program
as a way of providing reemployment services to long-term UI claimants who
experience reemployment problems. These were as follows:

. Limitations in the program's covei'age. The program does not cover
claimants who lost their jobs for reasons other than import competition.

. Time lags in the approval and allocation of funds. These time lags make
it difficult to follow an "early intervention" approach to plant elosings or
mass layoffs.

. Inadequate screening and testing of elaimants for participation in TAA -
approved training.

. Barriers to the coordination of the TAA and JTPA Title III (dislocated
workers) programs. :
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Examples Of Innovative Programs

A number of States had implemented programs or pilot projects designed to
improve the procedures and mechanisms of Employment Security agencies for
referring long-term Ul claimants to reemployment services. These included:

. Wisconsin's "ES Services to UC Claimants" program, which is designed to
reduce the State's Ul trust fund outlays by referring Ul claimants to
special workshops designed to assist their reemployment efforts

. Washington's Claimant Placement Project, which provides a vanety of
reemployment services to certam categories of Ul claimants early in
their claim period

. New York State's program of additional Ul benefits for enrolliment in
training. This program is designed to encourage claimants to enroll in
training programs early in their claim period. The program provides
claimants with additional weeks of UI benefits, beyond the 26-week
maximum, if they enroll in training within a specific timeframe.

(2) The Impact Of The JTPA Title III (Dislocated Worker) Program Ugon The
Coordination And Targeting Of Reemployment Services To Long-Term Ul
Claimants

Title III of JTPA allocates funds to States to provide reemployment services to
dislocated workers. The Title III program, therefore, is potentially a key mechanism
for the provision of reemployment services to long-term Ul claimants who
experience problems in finding a job. )

The interviews with State and local officials, however, indicated that, although
there have been many examples of effective coordination of services to dislocated
workers under Title III programs, the administration of Title IIl programs by States
has done little to improve the coordination of local services to long-term Ul
claimants on a permanent basis. In most of the local sites, there is little
coordination among the Job Service, Ul, and JTPA programs in serving long-term Ul
claimants who experience reemployment problems.

There are two major reasons why the Title IIl program has had little permanent-
effect upon local coordination. First, many States have exerted centralized control
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over the substate allocation of Title III funds and have targeted their resources to
"plant-specifie" or "industry-specific" projects. Such grants have often been
awarded to local "consortia” or "community task forces" comprising such groups as
the Job Service, JTPA programs, community-based organizations (CBOs), unions, and
local education agencies. However, these types of coordination have tended to be
temporary in nature because they have been established only on a project-specific
basis and have little residual impact upon the ongoing problems of interagency
coordination.

Second, a few States have opted for a decentralized approach to allocating
some or all of their Title III funds, often using a formula approach to allocate the
resources to Service Delivery Areas or other local agencies. In these States, the
funds tend to be allocated to a single agency at the local level. In this situation, the
local recipient of Title I funds has little incentive to share the funds with other
local organizations, unless there is already an effective system for ensuring
interagency coordination at the local level.

Another major finding from the interviews was that, although Title III
programs have been effective in providing reemployment services to specific
subgroups of dislocated workers, long-term Ul claimants have tended to receive
relatively few services, owing to the way in which Title III programs have been
organized at the State and local level. There are several reasons for this situation.
First, in many of the States, Title IIl funding factors have resulted in services being
delivered primarily to the more "motivated™ and easier-to-serve segments of the
dislocated worker population, rather than to long-term UI claimants who are
relatively hard-to-serve.

Second, in States which have targeted their Title III resources primarily to
plant-specific or industry-specific projects, workers who have been dislocated in
secondary industries as a result of a "ripple effect™ have tended to receive few
services. Finally, in many of the States which have used a Request-for-Proposal
(RFP) approach to distributing Title III funds, there have been significant delays in
the allocation of funds from the State ageney to specifie local areas or projects.
These delays have made it difficult for local programs to keep track of dislocated
workers who become long-term UI claimants or exhaustees.

ES-12




In several of the States, efforts had recently been made to implement
effective mechanisms for ensuring greater coordination between Employment
Security (ES) agencies and JTPA agencies on an ongoing basis. Examples included:

. " Pennsylvania's Job Center concept, which is designed to provide a single
point in each community where clients can receive services provided by a
variety of programs, including the Job Service, the Ul program, JTPA,
and social services programs.

. Indiana's plan to merge ES-JTPA functions and to "cross-train" the staff
of each program.

. Washington's Special Employment and Training Services (SETS) project,
which is designed to target immediate reemployment assistance to
structurally unemployed Ul claimants when they sign up for benefits.

V. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVING THE DELIVERY OF
SERVICES TO LONG-TERM UI CLAIMANTS WHO

EXPERIENCE REEMPLOYMENT PROBLEMS

‘ The current limitations in the linkages among ES, Ul, and JTPA programs have
important consequences for the delivery of reemployment services to long-term Ul
claimants who experience reemployment problems. First, inadequate linkages often
preclude the effective delivery of services to claimants in the early stages of their claim
periods. When claimants reach the later stages of their benefit periods, they often lack
the resources to go into retraining programs. Accordingly, in order to reduce long-term
unemployment among Ul claimants, it is important not to wait until claimants have
reached the last few weeks of benefits before targeting them for services.

In addition, the inadequate linkages among ES,\UI, and JTPA programs result in very
few reemployment services being provided to Ul claimants once they get near the end of
their benefit period. None of the States that we visited gave a very high priority to
serving claimants after their 20th week of benefits, often because there was little to
gain in Ul trust fund savings.
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Most of the traditional efforts by States to improve coordination among ES, UI, and
JTPA programs at the local level have had limited impact because they have typically -
not addressed the underlying barriers to coordination. Among these traditional efforts
are statewide interagency agreements and systems of local financial and nonfinancial
agreements among agencies to provide specific services, such as ecross-referral of clients.

On the basis of the study findings, it is possible to identify a "model system" for
achieving a more coordinated approach to providing reemployment services to Ul
claimants who have significant reemployment barriers. The major components of the
proposed "model system" are deseribed below.

Integrated service delivery. The model system would incorporate a one-stop concept

in which new Ul claimants are provided 1mmed1ate access to all reemployment services
at a single facility.

Availability of reemployment services from the beginning of the claim period. The

" model system would eliminate the delays inherent in current systems used by many
States to allocate Title III funds and other program resources.

Provision of a variety of potential reemployment services. Under the model

approach, the integrated service delivery network would incorporate (1) an effective
system for in-depth assessment of individual reemployment needs and (2) the provision of
a flexible program of services from which claimants could ehoose.

Greater use of the Eligibility Review Program (ERP) to assess the employment
barriers faced by long-term claimants. The ERP process could be used to ensure that the

employment problems of long-term claimants are properly assessed and that these
claimants are referred to appropriate services.

Continuous tracking and targeting of UI claimants for recruitment into

reemployment programs. As part of an integrated service delivery system, States and

localities should target reemployment services to Ul claimants at several stages in the
claim period, in addition to pursuing "early intervention" strategies.
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Targeting of specialized services to long-term Ul elaimants with reemployment
barriers. Recognizing that most long-term Ul elaimants with reemployment barriers do
not have the resources or inclination to enroll in long-term retraining programs, the
model approach would emphasize such services as on-the-job training (which would
provide immediate income to claimants) or job search assistance classes for claimants
who have reached the late stages of their benefit period.
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INTRODUCTION

This report addresses the feasibility of targeting services to long-term Ul claimants
who experience reemployment problems. The Introduction begins with a deseription of
the overall goals and objectives of the study. Next, the methodology used to conduct the
study is described, and, finally, the overall organization of the report is outlined.

1. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

In recent years, the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) has sponsored a number of
studies and demonstration projects designed to assess the feasibility of various ways of
targeting reemployment services to Unemployment Insurance (UI) claimants who are
experiencing problems in finding a job. These studies and demonstration projects have
focused largely upon ways of targeting services to Ul claimants during the early stages of
their claim periods (i.e., the first 5 to 6 weeks). The "early intervention" focus has been
emphasized because of its signifieant potential for reducing Ul expenditures associated
with long-term unemployment.

This study addresses the feasibility of targeting réemployment services to "long-
term" Ul claimants who experience reemployment barriers. Specifically, the study
examines the feasibility of targeting services to claimants who have been on Ul for at
least 22 weeks and who have reached the last 5 weeks of their benefit period.

There are two reasons for DOL's interest in the feasibility of targeting services to
long-term Ul claimants who experience reemployment problems:

. Although the "early intervention" focus has been effective, it has been
recognized that, during the early stages of the Ul benefit period, it is
often difficult to identify workers who might eventually need help in the
form of reemployment services.

For a number of reasons, Ul claimants who need help finding a job are

often reluctant to accept reemployment services during the initial few
weeks of their Ul claim period. In contrast, claimants who have reached
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the later stages of their Ul benefit period and are experiencing
reemployment problems are more likely to accept the reality of their
situation and may be more willing to aceept services designed to help
them find a job.

In sponsoring this study, DOL recognized that not all long-term Ul claimants are
potentially in need 61‘ reemployment services. Some members of the long-term claimant
population might be categorized as cyclically or seasonally unemployed workers who will
subsequently return to their previous occupations. In addition, the population of long-
term Ul claimants includes individuals who plan to retire or to leave the work force for
other reasons after their benefit period ends. The focus of this study is solely upon long-
term claimants who have difficulty finding jobs and who might potentially benefit from
reemployment services. -

It should be noted, however, that this is not a study of the UI exhaustee population.
Although DOL has sponsored a number of studies of Ul exhaustees, this study is
concerned with the feasibility of identifying and targeting services to claimants before
they exhaust their Ul benefits. o

To examine the feasibility of targeting services to long-tebm Ul claimants, the study
addressed a number of specific issues. These were as follows:

. What proportion of the total population of long-term Ul claimants are in
need of reemployment services?

. What are the primary characteristics of long-term claimants who might
’ need reemployment services? Data on these characteristics may prove
useful as a basis for identifying such workers among the long-term
claimant population.

. What are the attitudes, perceptions, and experiences of long-term Ul
claimants with regard to reemployment services?

. How effective are the linkages among existing reemployment programs
in identifying and providing services to long-term Ul claimants who are
experiencing reemployment problems? Specifically, how effective are
the linkages among the Job Service, UI agencies, and programs operated
under the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) in serving this population?




2.

. What mechanisms and procedures can be identified for improving the
coordination and targeting of effective reemployment services to long-
term Ul elaimants who might potentially benefit from reemployment
services?

STUDY METHODOLOGY

To gather the data for the study, two types of methods were used:
. In-person interviews were conducted with state and local ES, Ul and
JTPA program officials in 10 states

. Telephone surveys were conducted with samples of long-term Ul
elaimants in the same 10 states

- (1) Interviews With State And Local Officials

The interviews with State and local offiéials were conducted as a part of the

~ evaluation of linkages among ES, UI and JTPA programs in serving long-term Ul

claimants with reemployment problems; A total of 10 ‘s'tates were selected for the
interviews. In each of the 10 states, one local area was selected for interviews with
local pi‘ogram officials. Exhibit 1 shows the states and local areas that were
visited. The site visits were conducted between October 1987 and April 1988,

In selecting the states and localities for the study, a number of factors were
taken into account. First, we developed a list of states which had experienced
significant problems of long-term unemployment in the 1980s. These states were
identified with input from BLS, DOL's Office of Job Training Programs, DOL's
Regional Offices and the UIS Project Officer.

Next, the states on the preliminary list were contacted to determine whether
they were willing to participate in the study. A number of states chose not to
participate because they did not wish to allocate resources to the task of generating
lists of long-term Ul claimants for the telephone survey. Some states chose not to
participate because of privacy and confidentiality concerns or because they were
heavily involved in Ul system development activities.



State

Minnesota

Alabama
Indiana

Iowa
New Mexico

New York

Pennsylvania
West Virginia
| Washington

Wisconsin

Local Site

St. Louis County

Jefferson County
Lake County

Blackhawk County

Taos County

Monroe County

Allegheny County
Kanawha County

King County

Racine and Kenosha
Counties

EXHIBIT 1

STATES AND LOCAL SITES INCLUDED IN THE STUDY

Cities

Virginia, Hibbing

Birmingham

Gary

Waterloo

Taos

" Rochester

Pittsburgh
Charleston
Seattle

Racine, Kenosha

Industry in Which
Long-Term Unemployment
Had Occurred

Taconite mining, wood

products
Iron and steel
Iron and Steel

Agricultural machinery;
meat packing

Mining (copper, uranium,
molybdenum); oil and gas

Photographic products;
photocopying equipment;
auto parts; glass
bottling

Iron and steel

Coal mining; chemicals
Shipbuilding

Auto manufacturing




After selecting the final list of ten states, SESA and JTPA officials in the
states were consulted and asked to provide input into the selection of local sites.
For each state, we sought to choose a local site that had experienced significant
problems of long-term unemployment.

In each state, interviews were conducted at the state level and at the local
site with officials in the ES, UL and JTPA programs. Among the topics that were
addressed in the interviews were the following:

. The nature of the long-term unemployment problem in the local site
The organization and structure of the state's Title III program

. Barriers to -coordination among ES, UI and JTPA programs in serving
long-term Ul claimants with reemployment barriers

. Difficulties encountered in recruiting long-term claimants with
reemployment barriers into reemployment programs

. Obstacles to the effective targeting of ES, UI and JTPA services to long-
term Ul claimants with reemployment problems

. "Exemplary practices" or special projects that had been implemented to

improve the coordination and linkages among programs in serving long-
term Ul claimants who have difficulty finding a job.

(2) Telephone Surveys Of Samples Of Long-Term UI Claimants

For each of the 10 local sites in the study, a sample of long-term Ul claimants
was selected for telephone interviews. The state Ul agencies in the 10 states were
asked to provide listings of all Ul claimants in the local site who had reached the
last 4 to 5 weeks of their Ul benefit period during a designated time window (May
1987 to July 1987). The states were asked to provide the following minimum
information on each Ul claimant on the listings: -

. Name '

. Telephone number (if available)

. Date when the person established their Ul claim
. Total Ul entitlement '
. Weekly benefit amount



The initial goal was to define a target sample of 220 claimants for each local
site. On the assumption that 75 percent of the target sample could be contacted and
would agree to respond to the survey, it was projected that the sample of completed
surveys in each site would be approximately 167, with a total sample for the study of
1,667. This original plan was modified, however, because some of the sites did not
have 220 Ul claimants who had reached the last 4 - 5 weeks of their benefit period
during the designated time frame. To compensate for this, we targeted more than
220 claimants in the other sites.

Exhibit 2 presents the final sample sizes for each site. As the exhibit
indicates, a total of 2,590 claimants were included in the target sample. Of these, a
total of 689 could not be located or reached by telephone or could not be
interviewed for other reasons. The problem of non-locates was especially significant
in the states of New York and Washington because these states were not able to
provide the telephone numbers of claimants. An additional 112 members of the
target sample were determined to be ineligible because they reported during the
interview that they had not collected Ul benefits during the reference period. A
total of 1,789 respondents were contacted and were found eligible for interview. Of
these 1,789, a total of 1,582 (88.4%) agreed to be interviewed.

For each local site, the interviews were conducted between 4 and 6 months
following the date when the claimants reached their last 4 to 5 weeks of UI
benefits. This time lag was designed to allow us to examine the reemployment
experiences of respondents during the last few weeks of their claim period and
during the first few months after they left the Ulrolls.

A copy of the survey instrument is presented in the Appendix to this report.
The instrument was designed to gather the following information from respondents:

. Type of job held before the respondent filed for Ul benefits (e.g.,
industry type, number of years employed) '

. Current job status

Work search activities

Experience, knowledge and perceptions regarding reemployment services
. Demographic characteristics
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EXHIBIT 2

SAMPLE SIZES FOR EACH LOCAL SITE

Could Not Be Case Retired
Located or After Multiple
Samp le Could Not Be Reached by Refused to Unsuccessful
Site Released Completes inel igib les® Interviewed Telephone Participate Attempts
St. Louis County, MN 220 170 9 2 17 17 5
Jef ferson County, AL 254 173 3 2 37 32 7
Lake County, IN 213 143 3 6 37 19 5
Blackhawk County, A 296 159 53 3 51 24 6
Taos County, NM : 211 127 14 6 52 10 2
Monroe County, NY© 397 173 8 3 m 32 10
Allegheny County, PA 218 175 1 0 22 19 1
Kanawha County, WV 232 168 5 1 39 14 5
King County, WAS 329 132 13 8 138 23 15
Racine-Kenosha, Wi 220 162 3 2 36 17 0
TOTAL 2,590 1,582 112 33 600 207 56
2 Had not col lected benefits during reference period.
b Includes deceased respondents, those with language barrliers, hearing Impairments, and those who were unavallable during the study
period, '
c

Telephone numbers were not provided for sample members in these states,




ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

The remainder of the report is organized as follows:
Part A: Results of the interviews with state and local officials in the sample states
Part B: Results of the telephone surveys of long-term Ul claimants

Part C: Recommendations for improving the coordination and targeting of
reemployment services for long-term Ul claimants with reemployment barriers

]
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PART A: RESULTS OF THE INTERVIEWS WITH STATE AND LOCAL OFFICIALS

Part A of the report summarizes the results. of the interviews conducted by Maero
Systems with State and local officials in the 10 sample States. Part A addresses the
following topic areas:

The effectiveness of State and local employment security agencies in
referring long-term Ul claimants with reemployment barriers to
~appropriate services

. The impact of the JTPA Title Il (dislocated worker) program upon the
coordination and targeting of reemployment services to long-term
claimants who have difficulty finding a job

. Obstacles to providing reemployment services to long-term Ul elaimants
with reemployment problems' the impact of claimants' attitudes and
characteristics
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I. EFFECTIVENESS OF STATE AND LOCAL EMPLOYMENT SECURITY
AGENCIES IN REFERRING LONG-TERM UI CLAIMANTS WITH
REEMPLOYMENT PROBLEMS TO APPROPRIATE SERVICES

In theory, State and local employment security agencies (encompassing both the Ul

and Job Service programs) should be in a position to play a key role in identifying and
referring long-term Ul claimants who might benefit from reemployment services. Ul
agencies, for example, remain in continuous contact with claimants during the life of
their claim and are responsible for conducting periodic interviews with claimants to
review their eligibility. The Job Service, in turn, is responsible for implementing "work
test" requirements to ensure that Ul claimants are conducting an active job search. In
addition, both the Ul program and the Job Service are involved in the administration of
the Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) program, which is designed to provide a variety
of benefits and services to workers who have lost their jobs as a resuit of increased
imports.

Our interviews with State and local officials, however, revealed that there is room |
for improvement in the current procedures of employment security programs in referring
Ul claimants to reemployment services. Among the issues which need to be addressed
are the following:

. Competing priorities of State and local UI agencies

. Potential uses of the UI Eligibility Review Program (ERP) to assist long-
term claimants with reemployment problems

. Job Service priorities and resources

. The role of the TA.A prograin

In Sections 1-4 of this chapter, we present our findings with respect to each of thesk
issues. Section 5 of this chapter presents examples of initiatives recently developed by
some of the States to improve the effectiveness of employment security programs in
referring long-term Ul claimants to reemployment services.
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1. COMPETING PRIORITIES OF STATE AND LOCAL UI AGENCIES

In each of the States we visited, respondents noted that State Ul programs tend to
define their major priorities in terms of the basie UI functions of (1) processing Ul claims
and making payments in a timely and accurate fashion and (2) fulfilling the UI tax
collection function. According to respondents, these functions are given priority because
of Federal mandates concerning benefit-payment accuracy and timeliness and because of
Federal requirements éonceming the collection of employer taxes.

In contrast, State Ul programs typically give much lower priority to such functions

Helping Ul claimants to leave the Ulrolls

Referring claimants to reemployment services

Evaluating the employment barriers faced by long-term claimants
Analyzing why some claimants stay on Ul for long periods
Determining the characteristics of long-term claimants
Establishing linkages with reemployment programs

In 9 of the 10 States in the sample, State Ul laws required specific categories of Ul
claimants to register with the Job Service when their initial claims were approved.
Typically, these States required all new UI claimants to register with the ES unless they
had definite recall dates or usually found work through a union hiring hall. Except for
the work registration requirement, however, State and locél Ul agencies did not typically
"have ongoing procedures for ensuring that Ul claimants were making continuous use of ES
services during their claim periods.

In several of the States in our sample, State Ul officials had in recent years begun to
focus on initiatives designed to facilitate early reeemployment of Ul elaimants. These
initiatives had, in some instances, resulted in pilot projects (funded by State and/or
Federal sources) designed to produce Ul trust fund savings by decreasing the amount of
time spent by claimants on UL Examples of these projects included:
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. Wisconsin's "ES Services to Ul Claimants" projeet, in which certain Ul
claimants who have not found jobs by the time of their first Eligibility
Review Program (ERP) interview are required to attend workshops 5
conducted by the Job Service (see Section 5 of this chapter for additional
details on this program).

. Washington's Claimant Placement Project, a mandatory program which |
provides intensified services to accelerate the reemployment of Ul
claimants (see Section 5 of this chapter).

. A program in New York State to provide additional Ul benefits to
: claimants who enroll in approved training early in their claim period (see
Section 5 of this chapter).

. A federally-supported demonstration project in Pennsylvania to provide
lump-sum payments to Ul claimants who agree to leave the Ul rolls early
" in their elaim period.

Most of these projects were largely in the pilot stage and had yet to have a major
impact upon regular statewide Ul operations. In addition, these projects tended to be
focused on claimants who were still in the early stage of their claims rather than upon
longer-term claimants. In this respeet, it should be noted that none of the States had
specifically identified "long-term Ul claimants” as a priority target group in their State
Employment Security plans, State Job Training plans, or Governor's Coordination and
Special Services Plans (GCSSPs).

Many State officials noted that, owing to competing priorities and the large Ul
caseloads per worker, local Ul offices often found it difficult to pay much attention to ‘
reemployment services and referrals. As a result, local Ul staff in the majority of sites 3
visited were given little or no training in such areas as: |

. The specific types of services provided by JTPA and ES
. Eligibility requirements for JTPA programs
. Assessment and job counseling practices

In addition, State UI officials in the majority of states indicated that there were no'
systemdtic procedures whereby the State Ul ageney provided local ES or JTPA programs
with computerized listings of long-term Ul claimants or exhaustees for potential
targeting of reemployment services.
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2. POTENTIAL USES OF THE %LIGIBILITY REVIEW PROGRAM (ERP) TO ASSIST
LONG-TERM CLAIMANTS WITH REEMPLOYMENT PROBLEMS

All State Ul agencies are provided resources to operate an Eligibility Review

Program (ERP). The primary objective of this program is to prevent Ul overpayments
through a continuous review of claimants' ability to work, availability for work, and
efforts to find work. The ERP is designed to ensure an active work search by Ul
claimants and to identify claimants who are possibly ineligible for benefit payments.
States are given considerable flexibility in structuring their ERP procedures and in
determining how frequently claimants should be called in for an ERP interview.

The ERP interviews could potentially be an effective mechanism for addressing the
reemployment problems of long-term Ul claimants. During the ERP interviews, the Ul
staff members are in a position to address the employment barriers that have been
encountered by the claimant during the life of their claim period. In addition, the second
or third ERP interviews for each claimant provide the Ul staff with an opportunity to
counsel long-term claimants in a face-to-face interview. |

Our interviews with State and local Ul officials revealed that the current ERP
process needs to be expanded if it is to be used as an effective mechanism for referring
long-term Ul claimants to reemployment programs. There are several reasons why the
ERP process may need to be expanded. First, respondents noted that, owing to resource
limitations, ERP interviews often had to be done on a sample basis. Usually, the UI
agency's computer system was utilized to select samples of Ul claimants to be called for
ERP interviews.

Second, respondents noted that, owing to heavy caseload sizes, ERP interviews
typically lasted between 10 and 20 minutes. This amount of time did not usually allow
the ERP interviewer to obtain extensive information about the reemployment problems
being encountered by individual claimants or to decide upon an appropriate referral to
reemployment services. '

Third, respondents noted that ERP interviewers typically have no training in
assessment, testing, job counseling, or placement. Nor are the ERP interviewers usually
"eross-trained" in ES/JTPA services, program rules or eligibility requirements.
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Accordiiigly, the ERP interviewers are not in a position to develop effective
reemployment plans for claimants or to advise claimants about the types of services they
might receive from JTPA programs or from the Job Service. In addition, ERP
interviewers are not typically provided with specific eriteria for determining which
claimants should be referred to ES or JTPA.

Fourth, ERP interviewers reportedly define their jobs primarily as "po]icing the
claim," i.e., ensuring that the claimant is making a valid job search effort. It was noted
that most ERP interviewers believe that, as long as the claimant is making a valid
attempt to look for work, it is not the interviewer's responsibility to advise them about
such matters as the need for remedial education or the importance of dressing properly
when attending a job interview. ‘

Fifth, some respondents reported that, in some local areas, there is friction between
the Ul ageney and the Job Service about the ERP interviews. Specifically, some Job
Service staff believe that they should be responsible for conducting ERPs, since they are
trained to evaluate reemploYment problems and are aware of the services that the Job
Service can provide. It was reported that, in some locations, the Job Service does not
give any particular priority to clients referred by ERP interviewers.

Sixth, the ERP process was not being uniformly applied to enforce the UI work
search requirements effectively. In some States, such as Wisconsin, local Ul agencies
utilized systematic procedures whereby claimants were subject to stricter eligibility
criteria the longer they remained on Ul (specificially the claimant's "reservation wage"
and their geographie search area were steadily adjusted based on the number of weeks
they had been on UL, LMI data on wage rates for specific occupations were used for this
purpose). In contrast, many of the States did not systematically apply increasingly strict
requirements with regard to the wages that claimants had to accept based on their length
of time on UL In addition, State Ul officials in several of the States stated that they did
not have a clear idea of how the local Ul of fices were enforcing work search
requirements via the ERP process.

Fina]ly, in some States, respondents noted that ERP interviewers tend to "give up"
on claimants who have been on Ul for 20 weeks or longer, believing that, since they only
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have a few weeks left on Ul there is little rationale for focusing upon their
reemployment problems.

3. PRIORITIES AND RESOURCES OF THE JOB SERVICE

In each of the States visited, State and local officials identified a number of factors
which limited the scope of Job Service efforts to provide reemployment services to long-
term Ul claimants who experienced difficulty finding a job. These factors were as
follows:

. Federal and State mandates regarding priority target groups
. Job Service resource limitations
. Lack of effective procedures for referring claimants to JTPA programs

These factors are deseribed in the sections that follow.

(1)  Federal And State Mandates Regarding Priority Target Groups

In each of the States visited during the study, State and loeal Job Service
officials indicated that long-term Ul claimants are not given priority services as a
specifie target group. The primary orientation of State and local Job Service offices
is to give priority to groubs identified in various Federal or State mandates,
ineluding:

Veterans :
Economically disadvantaged
Handicapped

Older workers

Youth

In none of the States were long-term UI claimants identified as a specifie priority
target group for the Job Service in State ES plans or in the Governor's Coordination
and Special Services Plans (GCSSPs). In some States, dislocated workers were
identified as a priority target group, but the focus in these States was on early
intervention during the first few weeks of the claim, not on claimants who had
reached the latter stages of their benefit period.




It was also found that, in general, the State and local Job Service offices had |
no specific procedures for maintaining contact with Ul claimants after they had |
exhausted Ul benefits. One of the exceptions to this pattern was a program
operated by the Job Service in Jefferson County (Birmingham), Alabama, in which
the main local ES office received a quarterly printout of new Ul exhaustees in the
county. Each exhaustee was contacted by mail or telephone and was advised of the
ES office's services with regard to job search workshops and OJT opportunities.
About 50 contacts were being attempted each week under this program, according to
local respondents. '

(2) Job Service Resource Issues

Most Job Service officials who were interviewed during the study believed that
they had ihsuf ficient resources to provide more than cursory services to long-term
Ul elaimants who were experiencing reemployment problems. Many Qf the States
had experienced significant cutbacks in recent years in their Wagner-Peyser
allocations, resulting in the ehmmatlon of local office positions, especially counselor
positions. Officials noted that resource limitations were a SIgmficant obstacle to
providing effective services to long-term Ul claimants, because many of these
claimants were in need of specialized services, such as testing, counseling and job
search skills training to overcome their reemployment barriers. Most ES officials
believed that, after providing services to the federally mandated priority groups,
they did not have sufficient resources to provide in-depth services to long-term Ul |
claimants.

(3) Lack Of Effective Procedures For Referring Claimants To JTPA Programs

Many of the local JTPA officials who were interviewed during the study
believed that local ES offices were not doing an effective job of referring UI
claimants to JTPA agencies to participate in Title Il dislocated worker programs.
According to these officials, the foliowing factors were responsible for the lack of
effective referral procedures:




. Job Service staff typically had received little or no training in the types
of programs that JTPA provided or in the types of ES applicants who
might be suited to participate in such programs. In addition, many Job
Service staff were reportedly not adequately trained in JTPA program
eligibility eriteria.

. Local Job Service offices often lacked the staff resources to sereen or
test their clients to identify claimants who might be interested in
enrolling in JTPA training programs or who might benefit from such
services as employability development or remedial education.

. Many local Job Service offices were reportedly concerned about getting
credit for placing ‘their clients. According to some JTPA officials, the
local Job Service offices were reluctant to refer their clients to JTPA
because they would not have the opportunity to get placement credit for
the client.

. In the majority of SDAs, the local PIC was reported to be only marginally
effective in improving the cross-referral of ES and JTPA clients, despite
the joint ES-SDA planning procedures required under JTPA. ‘In several
local sites, it was reported that the PIC tended to regard the Job Service
as a State bureaucracy over which the PIC could exert little influence.

4. LIMITATIONS OF THE TRADE ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE (TAA) PROGRAM

Under the Tréde Act of 1974, as amended, workefs whose employment is adversely
affected by increased imports may apply for services and benefits under the Trade
Adjustment Assistance (TAA) program. Under the TAA program, workers may be eligible
for training, job search and relocation allowances, and other reemployment services.
Eligible workers may also receive weekly trade readjustment allowances (TRA) following
the exhaustion of Ul benefits.

To qualify for the program, a group of at least three workers, their union or an
authorized representative must file a petition with the U.S. Department of Labor, which
determines whether increased imports contributed significantly to the dislocation of the
workers who submitted the petition.

If a petition is approved by DOL, individual workers must apply at the local SESA
office to determine their eligibility. Workers who are eligible may receive 26 weeks of
TRA benefits after exhausting Ul and an additional 26 weeks of benefits if they are
enrolled in approved training and require the additional weeks to complete the training.
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In most of the 10 local sites which we visited for the study, there had been a
considerable number of TAA certifications during the early and mid-1980s, but the
volume of TAA activity had generally subsided by the time of our site visits. However,
respondents in each site were asked to assess the strengths and weaknesses of the TAA
program with regard to its impact upon long-term Ul claimants with reemployment
problems.

According to the respondents, there were four major limitations to the TAA program
with respect to reemployment services for long-term claimants:

. Limitations in the program's coverage of Ul claimants
. Time lags in the approval and a]loeafion of funds
e Inadequate screening and testing of claimants for participation in TAA
approved training :
. Barriers to the coordination of the TAA and JTPA Title IIl programs

Each of these factors is deseribed briefly below.

(1) Limitations In The Program's Coverage Of UI Claimants

Respondents in several sites noted that largé numbers of Ul claimants in their
communities had not been eligible for TAA benefits and services because their
employers did not meet DOL's requirements for certification. Among the types of
claimants not typically covered by the program, according to the respondents, were
the following: ‘ i

. Workers who had lost their jobs as a result of the "ripple effect” of ma]or
dislocations A
. Workers who had been employed in industries where layoffs were the

result of such factors as technological change, decline in world
commodity prices (e.g., prices for oil or other minerals) or decline in
local or regional demand for produects

. Workers who were unfamiliar with the TAA program, especially workers
in nonunionized trades
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(2) Time Lags In The Approval And Allocation Of Funds

Respondents noted that the TAA program does not facilitate an "early
intervention" approach to providing reemployment services to dislocated workers. It
was noted that thepe are time lags at several major points in the TAA fund
allocation process:

. Employers, unions, and workers often do not file the TAA petition until
several weeks after a mass layoff or plant closing oceurs.

. There is typically a 2-month time period required for the
U.S, Department of Labor to investigate the petition.

. After funds have been approved by DOL, there have reportedly been
significant delays in the actual appropriation of funds to support State
and local programs.

With regard to the latter point, respondents in several States noted that, after
a TAA petition has been approved, it is common for local SESA agencies to put the
eligible workers on waiting lists while they wait for funds to be appropriated and
allocated at the local level. JTPA officials in some of these States maintained that
the local SESA offices should be referring persons on the waiting lists to JTPA for
immediate enrollment in training. These JTPA officials claimed, however, that the
local SESA officials were often unwilling to do this because of "turf"
considerations. It was also noted that the uncertainties in the timing of TAA
allocations made it difficult for TAA program planners to coordinate their activities
with the schedules of community colleges, vocational training institutes and other
service providers.

(3) Inadequate Screening And Testing Of Claimants For Participation In TAA
Approved Training

Under the TAA program, eligible workers may enroll in:

. On-the-job (OJT) training
. Vocational or technical training

A-11




et s bt it ol

In contrast to JTPA Title IIl programs, clients who are approved for training
under the TAA program have considerable flexibility in selecting the training
institution in which they will enroll. While Title III clients are assigned to one of a
defined list of training providers, TAA clients can choose to enroll in any institution
which offers the training program approved by the local SESA. Under the TAA
program, local Job Service officials are typically responsible for counseling TAA-
eligible workers about the employment outlook for workers with different job skills
and about the types of training best suited to the client's interests and aptitudes.

In some of the sites we visited, local JTPA officials believed that many of the
workers who are approved for TAA training are not ideally suited to participate in
the training programs provided. These respondents noted that many TAA-eligible
workers have literacy problems and educational deficits which preclude them from
effective participation in classroom training. The respondents noted, however, that
TAA does not authorize the use of funds for such' services as remedial education or
literacy programs, nor can TAA funds be used for enhancing job search skills.

Some JTPA officials believed that in order to expend TAA funds, the Job
Service was under some amount of pressure to enroll as many TAA-eligible workers
in training as possible, without adequate screening of their suitability for training.
In addition, it was their view that the Job Service in some localities was not
effectively screening out workers who were interested primarily in the extended
TRA benefits rather than in the training program itself.

(4)  Barriers To The Coordination Of The TAA And JTPA Title Il Programs

Some of the States in our sample were considering initiatives to improve the
coordination of the TAA and JTPA Title IIl programs so that services to dislocated
workers might be more effectively integrated. However, a number of barriers to
1mproved coordmatlon were identified by respondents:

. "Turf" issues: it was noted that the TAA program covers a number or |
SESA administrative costs and that the local SESAs are reluctant to g1ve
up any part of their TAA allocation for this reason.
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. Because of the time lags identified previously, the two pfograms are
difficult to coordinate with respect to the timing of intervention
activities. '

. The differences in program rules and the restrictions on the mingling of
program funds for specific trainees reportedly made it difficult for
program officials to coordinate the two programs at the State or local
level. '

5. STATE INITIATIVES TO IMP%’OVE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF EMPLOYMENT
SECURITY PROGRAMS IN REFERRING UI CLAIMANTS TO REEMPLOYMENT

SERVICES

A number of the States which we visited for the study had implemented programs or

pilot projects designed to improve existing SESA procedures and mechanisms for
referring Ul claimants to reemployment services. In this section, we highlight three of

these State initiatives:

. Wisconsin's "ES Services to UC Claimants" program

. Washington'’s Claimant Placement Pl;oject (CPP)

. New York's Program of Additional Ul Benefits for Early Enrollment in
Training

(1)  Wisconsin's "ES Services To UC Claimants" Program

In July 1987, Wisconsin instituted a program entitled "ES Services to UC
Claimants." The goal of this program was: to reduce Ul trust fund outlays by
referring Ul claimants to special workshops designed to assist their reemployment

efforts.

The program originated from an earlier project entitled the ERP Pilot Project,
which was conducted in 1983-84. The goal of the earlier pilot project was to
determine the impact upon Ul benefit expenditures of providing an employment
assistance service to randomly selected, indefinitely separated Ul claimants as a
supplement to ES file search. The additional employment service was designed by
the Job Service and consisted of a 1-day 6-hour job search workshop. Uniform
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content and presentation procedures for the participatihg ES districts were design'eﬁ
at the outset,

To evaluate the project, Ul claimants were assigned to treatment and control
groups either at the beginning of their claim or at the time of their first ERP

interview. The groups were limited to claimants who were indefinitely separated
from their prior jobs. For the test group,.participation in the workshops was
mandatory. The evaluation concluded that test group claimants were paid 0.62
tewer weeks of Ul benefits than claimants in the control group. * A

The current "ES Services to UC Claimants" project built upon the earlier
project. A Task Force was set up to identify ways of getting potential long-term
claimants to leave ﬁI earlier. Workshops were identified as the top priority. The
State Legislature authorized the use of the State's Interest and Penalty funds to
support the project. A total of $2 million was approved to cover PY 1988 and PY
1989,

Under the new program, referrals are made at the time of the claimant's firsﬁ
ERP interview, usually 6 to 9 weeks into the claim. According to SESA officials,
this time period was selected because many claimants are not receptive to services
until the 8th or 9th week of their claim period. However, the intervention is early |
enough in the claim period to assist claimants before they become long-term |
unemployed.

Under the program, claimb.nts are referred to the workshops on a mandatory
basis when they reach their first ERP interview. However, claimants are required to
. participate in the workshops only once. If they are still unemployed at the time of
their seecond ERP interview, they are not required to participate a second time.

The actual workshops are conducted by ES counselors. The workshops have
two components:

. A 6-hour workshop with a primary focus on the claimants' work search
activities and skills
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. An optional set of additional services including counseliné, testing, and
"mini-workshops" dealing with such subjects as resume preparation.

Since the UI agencies in the State do not have the resources to inelude all
claimants in the ERP process, priority is given to claimants who are required to
register with the Job Service for work search, especially those who are categorized
as having no prospects of recall to their former job. In addition, local Ul offices
only have to refer enough claimants to meet their authorized quotas under the
2-year project. Local Ul offices typically sereen the claimants to ensure that they
may potentially benefit from the workshops. These include all persons who do not
have pending job prospects. |

A local workshop leader who was interviewed as part of this study indicated
that one of the problems with the workshops is that many of the participants resent
having to attend the séssioné. These individuals, acceording to the respondent, are ‘
generally not making a real commitment to job search because they do not believe
that they will be able to find jobs that pay enough. The ;'espondent also noted that
many of the long-term claimants have literacy problems and low education.

The respondent noted that he had revised the original workshop curriculum to
deal with some of the attitudinal barriers he had encountered among workshop
participants. For example, he now includes in the workshop a set of LMI overhead
displays designed to convince the participants that they are unlikely to return to
high paying jobs.

Respondents indicated that, although the project had been successfully
implemented, there were some limitations to its sbope and effectiveness:

. There were few effective mechanisms for ensuring compliance by
claimants with the workshop requirements. If a elaimant did not show up
for the workshop, the claimant's benefits were simply suspended for 1
week,

. There was reportedly very little demand among workshop participants for

the second component of the program (i.e., optional counseling and mini
workshops. '
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. Since the major goal of the program was to generate Ul trust fund
savings, workshops were not targeted at claimants who had reached then'
second or third ERP interviews.

. The workshops were reportedly not effective for claimants who had
significant literacy problems.

(2) Washington's Claimant Placement Project

The Claimant Placement Project (CPP) was instituted in 1985 in an effort to
generate UI trust fund savings by authorizing the Employment Security Department
to provide rapid reemployment services to Ul claimants. The following services are
targeted at new claimants: '

. Assistance in developing an individualized plan for seekmg employment
Workshops teachmg job search skills

Assistance in contacting employers for unadvertised job openings
Screening and refemng to available job opemngs

Assistance with preparing resumes

Use of telephones

The Claimant Placement Project had been established in areas of the State
where the local job market had the greatest potential for claimants to return to
work quickly. The CPP was being operated in 20 of the State's 42 Job Service
Centers.

Participation in CPP is mandatory for all Ul claimants in the 20 sites, except

for:

. Claimants whose qualifying wages were earned in another State or from
a nonprofit organization on government agency that is reimbursable for
Ul benefits drawn by its former workers

. Employees on standby status with their most recent employer
. Union members whose union provides all referrals to job assignments

. Other claimants whose active work search requirement has been waived

CPP staff provide intensified employment services to Ul claimants from the
onset of their elaim until about the 12th week of the claim. A major goal of CPP is
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"fostering realistic attitudes about methods of 'finding work in the available job
market."

A total of 60 full-time Job Service Center staff were assigned to the CPP.
The target group members are served by designated staff members as soon as they
contact the center. The caseload is divided by the Dictionary of Occupational Titles
(DOT) codes, with each counselor specializing in certain DOT codes. The CPP
differs from regular ES functions in terms of the strategic targeting of claimants
served and the timing and intensity of servicesprovided., The CPP was instituted
partly in response to the cutbacks in Washington's Wagner-Peyser allocation in
recent years.

An important aspect of the CPP is its recognition of the unique characteristics
and attitudes of many Ul claimants:

"Many people do not know how to effectively seek work. Left to
their own devices, many claimants will try to find a job by mass
mailing of resumes or contacting only those employers with
advertised job. openings, while devoting only part-time effort to
the job search. It is not until several weeks or months have gone
by that such an individual will seek assistance. By that time, the
claimant's sense of helplessness has, in itself, become a barrier to
successfully finding a job.

Claimants in CPP...learn to see their job loss in the context of
economic trends affecting their community and their occupa-
tion....They learn to identify which skills can be transferred to a
new employer or occupation.1/

In an evaluation of the first 18 months of CPP operation, the SESA concluded
that claimants who had received intensive services claimed 2.3 fewer weeks of UI
benefits on average than those who did not receive assistance. A total of 18,750
claimants were targeted during the pilot phase of the project, which concluded in
June 1987. The program has been extended for an additional 2 years.

Yy Washington State, Claimant Placement Project, Special Employment Assistance
Report.
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(3) New York State's Program of Additional UI Benefits For Enrollment In

Training

Effective October 1987, New York State amended its Ul law to allow Ul
claimants who have long-term employment problems to receive up to 13 weeks of
additional Ul benefits if they are enrolled in or are planning to enroll in an approved
training course. The purpose of this amendment was to give claimants an incentive
to enroll in training early in their claim period.

As originally proposed, the amendment specified that a claimant would receive
the full 13 weeks of additional benefits (beyond the 26 week maximum) if the

 claimant enrolled in training by the 13th week of the claim period. The number of

additional weeks of benefits would decrease the longer the claimant stayed on Ul
without enrolling in approved training. For example, if the claimant did not enroll in
approved training until the 14th week of the claim period, he/she would be entitled
to only 12 additional weeks of benefits beyond the 26 week maximum. The
amendment was to apply only to claimants who decided to enroll in training after
October 1987.‘ '

State officials noted that, in its final form, the amendment differed from the
originally proposed measure as a result of complaints from Ul claimants who were
already in training as of October 1987, The final version of the amendment allowed
the additional benefits to be claimed by all persons who were in approved training
already, as well as persons who opted to go into training after October 1, 1987,

Under the amendment, claimants who are interested in applying for the
training must be referred by the UI agency to the Job Service for counseling and
evaluation. The claimant's proposed training course must be approved by the Job
Service before additional benefits can be claimed. To be approved, the training
course must involve training in vocational skills or in basic educational skills. In
addition, the Job Service must certify either that the training course will improve'
the claimant's long-term employment situation or that the claimant's employment
opportuhities are substantially impaired because of (1) job market conditions and
reduced demand for the claimant’s skills, (2) technological change or plant closing,
or (3) limited opportunities for year-round employment because of the seasonal
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nature of the claimant's occupation. In addition, the training course must involve a
skill or oceupation for which there are reasonable opportunities in the State of New
York.

State officials noted that the major goal of the amendment was to address the
problems typically encountered by many of the Ul claimants who have dif ficulty
finding a job. These problems included: (1) their tendency to remain on UI until the
end of their benefit period before looking for jobs or reemployment services, (2) the
fact that when the benefits are exhausted, they often have few resources to support
them while in training. To notify claimants about the new program, flyers were
placed in all Ul offices. The State agency was conducting an evaluation of the

program to determine its impact upon the level of training enrollments among Ul
claimants. | |
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II. IMPACT OF THE JTPA

TITLE II (DISLOCATED WORKER) PROGRAM

UPON THE COORDINATION AND TARGETING OF REEMPLOYMENT
~ SERVICES

SERVICES

TO LONG-TERM Ul CLAIMANTS

1. INTRODUCTION

Title Il of JTPA allocates funds to States to provide reemployment services to
dislocated workers. Each State is authorized to establish procedures to serve groups of

eligible individuals who:

. Have been terminated or laid off or who have received a notice of
termination or layoff from employment, are eligible for or have
exhausted their entitlement to Ul and are unlikely to return to their
previous industry or occupation

Have been terminated, or who have received a notice of termination of
employment, as a result of any permanent closure of a plant or facility

Are long-term unemployed and have limited opportunities for
employment or reemployment in the same or a similar occupation in the
area in which such individuals reside, including any older individuals who
have substantial barriers to employment by reason of age

Under Title III, the States are authorized to provide specific services to any
individuals who meet the above criteria. These services may include:

Job search assistance, including job clubs
Job development
Training in job skills for which demand exceeds supply

Supportive services, including commuting assistance and financial and
personal counseling :

Prelayoff assistance
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. Relocation assistance

. Programs to provide early intervention in the event of closure of plants
or facilities

Under Title III, States receive 75 percent of the total authorized funds under a
formula reflecting the unemployment situation in each State. The remaining 25 percent
may be reserved by the Secretary of Labor to make discretionary grants to specific
States and local areas to deal with mass layoffs and other special circumstances.

-,

States are required to provide matching funds for the Title III funds allocated to
them by formula. Under the matching requirement, State Ul funds paid to individuals in
approved training may be credited for up to 50 percent of the matching requirement.

Since most Ul claimants meet the eligibility eriteria for services under JTPA
Title III, the Title I program is potentially a key mechanism for the provision of
reemployment services to long-term Ul ciaimants, especially since these claimants are
not typieally eligible for services under Title Il of JTPA, (JTPA Title II preseribes job
training services for the economically disadvantaged.) Under Title III, however, the
States have considerable flexibility in determining:

. How to structure their overall Title HI programs
. How to allocate Title III funds to substate areas
. Which specifie groups of eligible dislocated workers should be targeted

. Which local agencies should participate in Title III activities and how
their services should be coordinated

. What mix of reemployment services should be provided

During our site visits, we conducted extensive interviews with State and local
-offieials responsible for administering and operating Title III programs under JTPA.
These officials were asked a series of questions abdut the impact of Title II programs on
services to long-term Ul claimants who experience reemployment problems. |
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The key findings of our interviews are as follows:

. Although there have been many examples of effective coordination of
services to dislocated workers under Title III programs, the
administration of Title IIl programs by the States has done little to
improve the ongoing coordination of local services to long-term Ul
claimants who have reemployment problems. In most of the local sites
we visited, there was a lack of coordination among JTPA, ES, and Ul
programs in providing services to these types of long-term Ul claimants
on a regular basis.

. Although Title III programs have been effective in providing

‘ reemployment services to specific subgroups of dislocated workers,
long-term Ul claimants have tended to receive relatively few services,
owing to the way in which Title IIl programs have been organized at the:
State and local level. In addition, there have been delays in a number of
States in the substate allocation of Title III funds, resulting in inadequate
services to all Ul claimants who experience reemployment problems.

These major findings are presented in detail in Sections 2 and 3 of this chapter. In
Section 4, we present descriptions of specific approaches that some of the States have
adopted, or are planning to adopt, in an effort to implement more effective mechanisms
to ensure that local reemployment programs for Ul claimants are better coordinated on
an ongoing basis. '

2, IMPACT OF JTPA TITLE Il PROGRAMS UPON THE COORDINATION OF
SERVICES TO LONG-TERM UI CLAIMANTS WHO EXPERIENCE REEMPLOYMENT

PROBLEMS

Under JTPA Section 308, States are required to submit plans for the use of Title III
funds. These plans "shall include appropriate provisions for the coordination of
programs...in accordance with the provisions of (Title Il of JTPA)." In our interviews, we
examined the issue of how State programs for administering Title III had influenced the
extent and type of coordination of services to long-term Ul claimants who experience
reemployment problems.

Our key finding was that, although there is considerable diversity in the structure of

State Title III programs, none of the major "models" of Title LI program organization had
had a major permanent impact upon the coordination of local services to long-term Ul
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claimants with reemployment problems. Our interviews revealed that there were three
major "models" that States had followed in structuring their Title III programs:

. Some States had opted to exert a high degree of control at the State
level over the allocation and use of Title III funds.

. Some States had chosen to allocate funds by formula to loeal areas,
leaving the local agencies considerable flexibility in how to utilize the
funds

. Some States had followed a "hybrid" approach combining both of the
above models.

States which had followed the first of these approaches—centralized control over
the use of Title III funds—typically justified their approach as being the most cost-
effective use of limited funds. These States tended to target their Title III funds to
plant-specific or industry-specific types of projects, rafher than spi'eading the resources
across all geographic areas of the State. Most of the States using this model relied upon
a Request for Proposal (RFP) system to allocate funds to specific projects, although, in
some cases, funds were allocated to local agencies without a competitive bidding
process. ' “

Several of the States that have adopted the centralized model have sought to
encourage local coordination by allocating funds to local consortia or "Community Task
Forces" to ruh the Title III projects. These consortia consist variously of the local PIC,
SDA administrative entity, the local SESA agencies, community-based organizations
(CBOs), trade unions, and local education agencies. In some States, grants have been
awarded for Dislocated Worker Centers which attempt to combine JTPA reemployment
services with other social services available in the local community.

Although there have been several examples of effective coordination under this
approach, the types of coordination that have developed among local agencies have
tended to be temporary in nature because the various consortia or task forces have been
established only on a project-specific basis. After the projects have run their course,
there is typically little residual impact upon the ongoing problems of interagency
coordination among JTPA and ES/UI agencies, particularly with regard to services for
long-term Ul claimants who experience reemployment problems
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In States which have followed the second model—formula allocation of Title III funds
to local SDAs—the Title IIl program has also had little long-term impact upon the
coordination of local services to long-term claimants who encounter reemployment
problems. The States that use this approach typically point out that the system of
formula allocation to SDAs precludes many of the delays inherent in the RFP approach
and allows the local agencies to serve a broader group of dislocated workers than is
possible under a plant-specific approach. However, in the States which have adopted this
approach, or which have incorporated some elements of the approach in their overall
Title III allocation system, the funds tend to be allocated to a single agency within each
SDA, usually the PIC or SDA administrative entity itself. In this situation, the local
recipient of Title Il funds has little incentive to share the funds with other local
organizations, unless there is already an effective system for ensuring interagency
coordination at the local level. In the absence of pree:déting mechanisms for ensuring
local coordination, the local Title III grantee typically develops its own system for
outreach, recruitment, tesfing, job search assistance, training, and placement, with little
or no input from other agenciés’such as the Job Service or the Ul agency.

Sincé, in the majority.of the sites we visited, the Title III program had not had a
major permanent impact upon the level of coordination among local programs, there
continued to be significant problems of interagency coordination between JTPA and
ES/UI agencies in providing services to long-term Ul claimants on a regular basis. These
problems included the following:

. Lack of effective procedures for ensuring that Ul claimants were
informed of JTPA services and were referred to such services if they
wished to apply

. Lack of effective information exchange (e.g., exchange of computerized
listings) between ES/UI programs and JTPA agencies about long-term
claimants who might be potential candidates for recruitment into JTPA
programs '

. Lack of sharing of information between JTPA and ES programs about
employer contacts and job openings. Several of ficials noted that ES and
JTPA programs do not share such information because of a concern for
which agency will receive ceredit for placements
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. Lack of coordination among JTPA and ES programs in outreach activities
targeted at long-term Ul claimants or exhaustees

. The development of separate placement systems by JTPA and ES
agencies, reflecting a concern by some SDA service providers that the
Job Service gives insufficient priority to placing their clients

In the sections that follow, we provide a brief overview of the structure of the
Title ITI programs in each of the sample States. The impact of program structure upon
local ES-UI-JTPA coordination is deseribed.

(1) States Exerting A High Degree Of Central Control Over The Use Of Title III
Funds

State 1

Under this State's program, formula Title III funds are allocated exelusively on
a Request for Proposal (RFP) basis to specific local areas in which worker ' _
dislocation problems are regarded as being the most severe. State officials consider
this approach to be the most cost-effective way of utilizing the limited funds
available, since the resources can be targeted to areas where the problems are
greatest. Under this approach, some local areas had received considerable Title III
funding, while other areas of the State had received little or no funding.

State officials have encouraged the development of "Community Task Forces"
at the local level to prepare Title III proposals and to participate in the projects.
These Task Forces may consist of representatives of PICs, SDAs, the Job Service, Ul
agencies, unions, employers, and community-based organizations (CBOs). The State
has encouraged an "early intervention" approach by the Community Task Forces.

The State's approach has generally been effective in promoting a coordinated
approach among local agencies in short-term, project-specific situations. However,
the approach has apparently had little effect in improving the coordination of local
programs on an ongoing basis in providing reemployment services to long-term Ul
claimants with reemployment problems. Local JTPA officials in the sample site, for
example, indicated that the locél Job Service did not routinely provide them with
listings of UI claimants who might potentially be recruited for Title III programs.
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Outreach to long-term Ul claimants and exhaustees was conducted on a limited basis
by JTPA service providers with no input from the local ES/UI office.

State 2

Title III funds in this State are administered by the State JTPA ageney, which
is separate from the State Employment Security Agency. Title III funds are
allocated to specific projects by the State JTPA agency, based on its assessment of
the State's dislocated worker situation. State officials believe that this approach
provides the State with flexibility to move the funds to areas where they are most
needed and to react to crisis situations. It should be noted that the State has only
three SDAs and that the State JTPA agency itself serves as the administrative
entity for one of these SDAs (the "Balance of State").

Coordination among local programs in the State is influenced primarily by
State-level contracts between the State JTPA agency and SESA, under which local
ES offices are responsible for such activities as sereening, eligibility détermination,
certification and for operating "job shops" to help unemployed persons to improve
their job-finding skills. Local ES offices are also under Statewide contract to
provide some OJT and placement for JTPA participants.

The State's approach to allocating Title III funds has not had a major impact
upon the preexisting level of coordination of services to long-term Ul claimants.
"Reemployment Assistance Centers" have been established in some locations to
provide services to dislocated workers, but largely on a temporary, plant-specific or
industry-specific basis.

| State 3

This State has traditionally allocated most of its formula Title III funds
through RFPs, although recently, as a résult of delays in the procurement process,
the State has begun to reserve a small percentage of its Title III funds to respond to
emergency situations. Although the State JTPA agency theoretically controls the
allocation of Title III funds through the RFP process, most of the bids are submitted
by the SDA administrative entities. In addition, the State has, in effect, modified
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the competitive bidding process for the two SDAs that contain the State's largest
workforce concentrations. In these two SDAs, the local JTPA agencies have |
established ongoing Dislocated Worker Centers with their Title IIl allocations. Each
year, the two SDAs submit proposals under the RFP system to continue the

. operation of their centers. These centers have been consistently refunded each :
year. Except in these two SDAs, the RFP process tends to result primarily in plant-
specific Title I1I projects. '

In general, the Title III allocation system has not resolved problems of poor
coordination of services to Ul claimants on a long-term basis. Since most of the l
funding is allocated to SDA administrative entities, local coordination with ES, UI,
and other programs is not promoted by the allocation system. In addition, since in
most areas of the State, Title III activities are plant-specific, coordination among |
multiple agencies tends to be of temporary duration. Interviews with officials in‘the
sample local area for this State revealed that ES-JTPA coordination was generally
poor, with little eross-referral of clients or information exchange about Ul
claimants. A local SDA official indicated that the SDA had recently begun to
experience difficulties in identifying and recruiting.dislocated workers for its
Title Il program. This official believed that the ES/UI agency could be playing a
larger role in referring dislocated workers to the JTPA program.

State 4

Formula Title III allocations in this State are made on an RFP basis by a Task
Force established by the State Job Training Coordinating Couneil (SJTCC). Title IIT
resources are divided into three separate funds: |

. A fund in which resources are allocated to the counties with the largest
number of unemployed persons. RFPs are issued to these predesignated
counties requesting bids from local organizations or consortia to provide |
"eountywide" services to dislocated workers. The emphasis of the county
fund is to make resources available on a continuous basis to the counties
and to allow services to be provide to a broad spectrum of dislocated
workers, independently of plant-specific situations.
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. A Special Response fund to deal with emergencies involving plant
closings and mass layoffs.

. A small fund to serve dislocated farm families.

According to State officials, the primary recipients of the county funds and
Special Response funds are consortia in which one of the agencies takes the lead
role. The consortia usually consist of the local Job Service, local vocational schools,
CBOs and unions. The SDA administrative entities have reportedly not been very
active in bidding for funds, although State policy requires all Title III eligibles to be
certified by the PICs.

This State's approach to allocating Title III funds has certain advantages
compared to systems of distributing funds primarily to plant-specific or industry-
specific projects. In particular, the State's "eounty fund" approach ensures that the
designated counties receive Title III funds on a continuous basis, while at the same
time targeting resources to the areas with the most significant problems. In these
designated counties, the consortia have the opportunity to develop into more
permanent structures for ensuring coordination of local services. On the other hand, -
although the State has been successful in encouraging consortia of local
organizations to develop, these entities have not necessarily been the most effective
mechanism for ensuring long-term coordination between JTPA, ES, and Ul is
servieing long-term claimants, particularly since the SDAs and PICs have not been
prominent in the consortia that have received funds.

State 5

This State has opted for centralized control over the use of Title III funds
because State officials believe that a formula allocation to SDAs would not ensure
sufficient coordination of services at the local level. The State umbrella agency, |
which combines ES, Ul, and JTPA functions, has divided its Title III resources into
three categories, each with a different allocation system:

. Special Employment And Training Services (SETS)—Under this category,
Title III funds are allocated to about half of the State's Job Service
Centers, which combine ES and Ul functions. The SETS funds are
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targeted at dislocated workers who are not associated with major plant-
specifie dislocations.

. State Labor Council Project—This project is designed to facilitate the
cooperation of unions in the formation of Title III projects.

. Special Projects—These projects are largely plant-specific or industry-
specific and are supported by both Federal Title Il discretionary funds
and a portion of State formula funds.

None of the State's Title III funds are allocated directly to SDA administrative
entities. The allocation of funds under the SETS category is determined on a
discretionary basis by the State agency's Field Operations Unit and Regional
Managers, who decide which Job Service Centers should receive funds and how
much., The Job Service Centers are designed to promote a "one-stop" approach,
since the centers are designed to provide Ul claimants with immediate
reemployment assistance or referrals when they sign up for benefits. Under the
SETS projects, most clients are referred to JTPA services by ES staff.

State 6

Title III funds in this State are distributed by the Governor's Office of
Community and Industrial Development. This agency is separate from the
Department of Employment Security, which administers the Job Service, Ul, and
JTPA programs. Title III funds are allocated largely on an ad hoe basis to specific
agency programs, rather than to geographic areas by formula. For the most part,
formula Title III funds have been allocated to the following three agencies:

. The State JTPA agency, which operates OJT programs for Title Illon a
Statewide basis.

. The Bureau of Vocational, Technieal, and Adult Education, which
provides classroom training for the Title III program.

. A local PIC
Since most Title II activity is administered at the State level, the Title Il program

has had little permanent impact upon the extent of coordination of local services to
long-term UI elaimants with reemployment problems.
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(2) States Which Alloecate Their Title IIl Funds By Formula To SDAs

State 7

Under this State's approach, formula Title III funds are allocated among all
SDAs administrative entities, using a State formula partially based on the Federal
formula for allocating Title III funds to States. The State relies upon the Secretary's
diseretionary funds to respond to mass layoffs or major plant closings. SDAs are
given considerable discretion in deeiding (1) which dislocated workers to target and
(2) how to provide services, although the State JTPA agency (which is separate from
the SESA) does encourage the SDAs to serve the "most-in-need."

The State's approach has apparently done little to encourage coordination
among SDA administrative entities and local ES-UI agencies in servicing long-term
Ul claimants who encounter reemployment problems. Although State officials have
encouraged local coordination, many SDAs are reportedly reluctant to share their
resources with the local Job Service or to enter into finahcial or nonfinaneial
agreements with regard tc; outreach, cross-referral or placement of Ul claimants
who experience reemployment problems. '

State 8

This State uses the national 301(b) formula to suballocate Title II formula
funds among the State's SDAs. The State has received a large amount of
discretionary funding to respond to mass layoffs in specific geographic areas.

The coordination of loeal services to dislocated workers in the State is
facilitated by the fact that ES, Ul and JTPA activities are coordinated in the
Employment Security Division's local offices, although the Department's Division of
Job Training does use subgrantees (besides the ES) to provide services to eligible
individuals. The "one-stop" service concept, however, applies to all JTPA progi'ams,
not Title III specifically.
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(3) States Which Utilize "Hybrid Approaches" To Allocating Title Il Funds
State 9

This State has created a State Title III fund which equals the Federal formula
allocation and which represents the State's matching funds. The Federal formula
funds are allocated to SDAs on a formula basis, with the PICs receiving the actual
funds. The State Title III funds are reserved for use on special projects.

State officials regard the PIC formula allocations as the State's "rapid
response” mechanism, since the funds are always available at the SDA-level to
respond to crisis situations. The State fund, on the other hand, allows the State
agency to target resources to large-scale dislocations in specific local areas. The
decision to allocate funds to PICs on a formula basis has the potential to improve
the long-term coordination of services at the local level, since the PICs technically
have the responsibility for joint planning and coordination with respect to JTPA and
the Job Service. ‘

Interviews at the local site in this State revealed a number of problems in
ES-JTPA coordination. Some JTPA officials claimed that the Job Service was
unwilling to refer its clients or to share job order information because of a concern
for getting credit for placements.

State 10

Under an interagency agreement, this State allocates 50 percent of its Title III
funds to the State Department of Education for a tuition assistance program and to
provide customized training. A total of 40 percent of Title III funds are allocated by
the State's Department of Labor to SDAs on a formula basis (based on
unemployment). However, the funds are not allocated automatically to the SDA
administrative entities. Rather, a dollar allocation is established for each SDA and
then an RFP is issued requesting bids from organizations within each of the SDAs.
Actual service providers in each SDA are selected by the State as a result of a
competitive bid process. The remaining 10 percent of formula Title II funds are set
aside by the State in a discretionary fund to deal with emergencies.
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Title I grant recipients in each SDA may include the SDA administrative
entity, the PIC, CBOs, unions, or other organizations. State law prohibits the Job
Service from being a direct grant recipient, but the Job Service can act as a
subcontractor to the grantee.

State officials noted that one of the drawbacks with Title II allocation
procedures in the State is that the funds are thinly distributed across all SDAs. For
SDAs that receive relatively small grants, State officials are reluctant to give
grants to consortia of local agencies because they believe that the available funds
are already spread too thin. In addition, in an effort to target resources more
precisely, State officials prefer to grant funds to bidders who are proposing plant-
specifie projects within each SDA. This plant-specific emphasis may result in
improved coordination among local agencies for the life of the project, but tends not -
to result in enhanced coordination on an ongoing basis.

IMPACT OF JTPA TITLE Il PROGRAMS ON THE TARGETING OF SERVICES TO

LONG-TERM UI CLAIMANTS WITH REEMPLOYMENT PROBLEMS

Title Il of JTPA provides a relatively broad definition of "dislocated workers" in

specifying which groups are eligible for services. Our interviews revealed that none of
the sample States had made any official decision to narrow the scope of the Federal
definition of dislocated workers or to target resources to specific subgroups of the

dislocated worker population. However, our interviews showed that, owing to the way in
which State Title IIl programs were organized, there was a clear tendency in each State
for Title Il resources to be targeted to certain subgroups of dislocated workers rather

than others.

Our specific findings in this respect were as follows:

. In many of the States, Title III funding factors have resulted in services
being delivered primarily to the more "motivated” and easier-to-serve
segments of the dislocated worker population, rather than to long-term
Ul claimants who are relatively hard-to-serve.
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. In States which have targeted their Title III resources primarily to plant-
specific or industry-specific projeets, workers who have lost their jobs in
secondary industries as a result of a "ripple effect" have tended to
receive few services.

. In many of the States which have used an RFP approach to distributing
Title III funds, there have been significant delays in the allocation of
funds from the State agency to specific local areas or projects. These
delays have made it difficult for local SD As and program operators to
keep track of dislocated workers who become long-term Ul claimants or
exhaustees.

These findings are presented in detail in the sections below.

(1) Effeet Of Title III Funding Factors On The Recruitment Of Dislocated Workers
Into Title Il Projects

Impact Of Funding Levels And Funding Cycles

In most of the States we visited, respondents noted that Title Il resources are
generally insufficient to target services aggressively to all members of the eligible
dislocated worker population. Whether funds are allocated by RFP to plant-specific
projects or are allocated by formula to SDAs, the available funding allows for only a
limited number of enrollments each Program Year.

In States which have emphasized plant-specific projects and early intervention,
local grantees have typically been successful (once they have received their funding)
in conducting effective outreach to fill their available quotas for Title III
programs. Since Title Il projects are funded on a year-to-year basis, program
operators are under pressure to fill their program slots early in the Program Year so
that services can be completed in a timely manner. The funding cycle and the
situation of limited resources combine to produce a situation in which re_latively A
little effort is expended on outreach to dislocated workers who do not express an
immediate interest in reemployment services. Instead, Title III slots tend to be
filled up by the more motivated workers who are clearly interested in receiving
services and who have the least educational deficits or literacy problems. SDA
offieials and Title IIl program operators in a number of sites indicated that, after
the program slots are filled, they typically have no resources to conduct aggressive
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outreach to dislocated workers who are indifferent or resistant to reemployment
services.

In States which allocate their Title II funds by formula to SDAs and PICs, a
similar situation has occurred. Although these States tend not to emphasize plant-
specifie projects and usually serve a broader range of dislocated workers, local SDAs
and program operators are under the same pressure to fill up limited program slots
early in the Program Year. Accordingly, there is a similar tendency in these States
for Title Il participants to be the easier-to-serve, "self-selected" groups among the
overall dislocated worker population.

Impact Of Performance Goals And Standards

The tendency to focus limited Title III resources on the more motivated and
better educated segments of the dislocated worker population is reinforced by the
desire of SDAs and Title III program operators to meet specifie levels of
performance with regard to the number of placements and cost-per-placement.
Although several States have encouraged their local prdgrams to allocate resources
to hard-to-serve populations, Title III service providers have little actual incentive
to focus their efforts on dislocated workers who may require costly and time-
consuming remedial education before they ean participate in training or who might
be difficult to place because of literacy problems or a lack of job search skills.

Impact Of State Matehing Requirements

Many of the States in the sample had opted to use UI funds paid to claimants in
approved training as part of the Title III State matching requirement. These
matching requirements are typically passed along to local service providers who are
expected to maximize the amount of Ul benefits that can be claimed as part of the
State's match. According to several respondents, this situation encourages SDAs and
local service providers to focus their outreach efforts on dislocated workers who are
still in the early stages of the UI benefit period and to give low priority to long-term
UI claimants who encounter reemployment problems.
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Lack Of Benefits To Support Long-Term Claimants And Exhaustees In Title III
Programs _

Many of the respondents noted that one of the major barriers to enrolling long-
term Ul claimants and exhaustees into Title III programs is that these persons have
little or no Ul benefits remaining to support them while they are in the program.
Since many exhaustees have mortgages and other long-term debts, they typically
cannot afford to participate in Title Il services except for OJT programs. This
situation has two consequences:

. Long-term Ul claimants and exhaustees who experience reemployment
problems are difficult to recruit into programs unless they are eligible
for Trade Readjustment Assistance (TRA) or State Extended Benefit (EB)
programs.

. Loecal Title II grantees and subeontractors are reluctant to econduct
aggressive outreach to long-term claimants and exhaustees.

(2) Effect Of "Project-Specifie" Versus Formula Approaches Upon The Targeting
Of Services - '

In States which have generally allocated their Title Il resources to plant-
specific or industry-specific projects, Title IIl services have typically been provided
primarily to workers who are directly involved in plant closings or mass layoffs in
particular industries. In these States, relatively few resources have been made
~ available for workers who have lost their jobs in other industries as a result of the
"ripple effect” of the primary dislocations. Included in the "ripple effect" are two
~ types of worker:

. Those who were employed by firms that were major suppliers of products
or services to the plants or facilities in which the primary dislocation
occurred,

. Those who were engaged in providing various fypes of services to the

workers who were laid off as a result of the primary dislocation (e.g.,
persons engaged in the retail trade or servi